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The present study seeks primarily to determine i f  
there i s  a congruence between the perceived s imilarity of 
a student to his instructor and the s tudent ' s  j udgment of 
the instructor ' s  competence. To test thi s hypothesis , an 
Interpersonal.Checklis t ,  consisting of 1 6 0  adj ectives , was 
devi sed and administered to two sets o f  SO s tudents during 
a period of s ix months. Three instructional sets were 
utilized with a five-point Likert response system in con­
junction with the checkli s t. One instructional set asked 
the s tudent to describe hi s instructor , .another asked for 
a j udgment of the extent to which the student thought himself 
s imilar to his instructor , and another set asked for a 
j udgment of the extent to which the student thought himself 
simi lar to his own father. Also administered was the Student 
Reaction to Instruction Form LRC-4--a reputable measure of a 
teacher ' s  effectivenes s  as j udged by students . The results 
were as follows: 
1 .  The question of whether a relationship exists 
between the perceived s imilarity of a student to hi s in­
s tructor and the s tudent's j udgment of the instructor ' s  
competence was left unresolved . Poss ible reasons for thi s 
phenomenon were discus sed . 
2 .  Ten item variable s  o f  the Interper sonal Check­
list that correlated mos t  highly with the SRI scores for 
Study One were written in a ten- step multiple regression 
iii 
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equation . The Likert values for the ten selected item 
variables of the Interpersonal Checkli st for Study Two were 
fed into the equation to test its efficacy in predicting 
SRI scores of Study Two . This regression equation was 
largely ineffective for predicting , in individual cases , 
criterion scores of teaching effectiveness . A validity 
coefficient of . 5 7 was produced . 
3. A list of adj ective s whose Likert va lues 
correlated .30 or more with the SRI scores for both Study 
One and Study Two were pre sented in a list as exemplifying 
those terms which be st de scribe teachers described as 
effective by their students .  The se te rms are very similar 
to those delineated by earlier studies of teacher effective­
ness . 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
That there exist relationships between a student's 
perception of his instructor and the student's opinion 
of his competence as a teacher is a well-accepted fact . 
Numerous studies have been undertaken in the area of 
personality dynamics ( as related to teacher effectiveness) , 
most of these employing already existing personality in­
ventories , notably the Minnesota Multiphasic P ersonality 
Inventory (MMP I ) , the Sixteen P-F Test , and the Guilford­
Zimmerman Temperament Survey . Hence , we find Cook (1 9 5 5 )  
reporting relationships between Minnesota Teacher Attitude 
Inventory scores and scores on several scales of the MMP I; 
B lair (1 9 4 6 )  measuring personality adj ustments of teachers , 
using the multiple choice Rorschach Test; and Ohlsen et al . ,  
(19 5 5 )  differentiating proj ective test response patterns for 
best and poorest student teachers . Despite the adequate 
methodology and good experimental design of these exhaustive 
researches , the question arises as to the validity of the 
instruments for measuring attitudes for which they were not 
constructed nor were ever meant to measure . Cook's study 
(1 9 5 5 )  used the MMP I ,  an instrument standardi z ed on an adult 
population of mental patients , hardly a group comparable to 
his group of college instructors . Whi l e  it would be.unfair 
to denounce these studies as worthless , there is something 
1 
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to be said for the issue o f  relevance and simplicity of 
style in research of this nature . 
Perhaps this issue can best be illustrated by referral 
to a research study of Gough and Pemberton ( 1 9 5 2 ) . They 
delineated e ight MMPI "signs" or configuations predictive 
. '>' . . £. of success in practice teaching-- for example , Ma - 4 8 ,  - 6 0  
:> L and Pd - 4 6 ,  - 5 8 . The author suggests that the effort re-
quired in establishing MMPI criteria for purposes of 
predicting teaching success may be useful in a very limited 
sense . That is , the effort required to score a�d formulate 
signs of predictive accuracy is more than most educators 
would f i nd desirous , or worthwhile in terms of time and 
e ffort required . 
Before the author proposes his own methodology for 
exploring the relationship between a student ' s  perception 
of his instructor ' s  personal ity characteristics and his 
j udgment of his.competence as an instructor , Chapter I I , 
entitled "Literature Review , "  is inserted herein . 
CHAPTER I I  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
I .  PREVIOUS RESEARCH 
Ef forts into the problem of teacher effectiveness 
can be divided into three categories . First , there are 
ideal ized formulations of what the quali fications and func­
tions of college profe ssors should be . The second category 
refers to studi es attempting to obtain empirical data from 
different groups on what attributes are most admired or 
bel ieved to be most effective in col lege teacher s .  The 
studies of the third category have to do with the attributes 
of teachers of known or acknowledged distinction . Several 
studies of each type will now be summari zed . 
Ideali zed Formulations 
Ideal i zed formulations or hypothese s conc erning the 
\ 
attribute s profes sors should have to be ef fective teachers 
are of little worth for thi s thesis , as the se "studies " are 
not empirical endeavors . They ar.e cl inical , intuitive 
gues ses about human nature. Intuitive speculation is not 
wi thin the realm of pure sc ience and res earch , but may serve 
as a generator of hypothe ses , whose validity may then be 
tested by the sc ienti f ic method . 
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Studies Using Data From Groups 
One of the earliest studies of teacher ef fectiveness 
was reported by R .  J .  Clinton in 1 9 3 0 . He l isted in 
descending order of importance 18 qualities attributed by 
students to the ideal college professor . Of these 1 8  
qualities , the four most frequently mentioned--"fairness , "  
"interest in students , "  "pleasing personality , "  and 
"humor"--all pertain to social , interpersonal qualities . 
"Mastery of subj ect" was ranked fi fth in importance, whi le 
such qualities as "keenness of intellect" and "wiQ.e range 
4 
of information" rank very far down the list . Bousfield 
( 1 9 4 0 ) , using a similar approach , found that the order of 
attributes appeared to have shi fted somewhat ,  in that 
"mastery of subj ect" was not placed in the second position , 
with "organization of material" fourth , and "a clear ex­
position" in fifth place . However , "fairness" still occupied 
the most prestigious position , "interestingness of delivery" 
third , and "interest in students and helpfulness" seventh . 
As both studies were based upon relatively small numbers of 
cases and were confined to particular educational institu­
tions , no general conclusions can be drawn except perhaps 
the great importance attached by students to the personal 
qualities of their professors . A third study , by Trabue 
( 1 9 5 0 )  attempted to summari z e  the attitudes of 4 1 9  presidents 
of liberal arts colleges concerning the ideal qualifications 
of faculty for instructing in the first and second years of 
college. Through the courtesy of the Executive Director 
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of the Assoc iation of Ameri can Co lleges , two copies of a 
printed schedule were mailed in 1 9 4 9  to the pres idents of 
each of the 6 5 3  libera l arts col leges belong ing to that 
organi zation; of these , 4 1 9  schedules were completed and re­
turned. The 5 2  items listed in the printed schedule had 
been carefully se lected from previously publi shed reports 
regarding the qual ifications whi ch various stud ies had 
indicated that col lege instructors "ought to have. " The 
first ten items in the list were concerned with the college 
teacher "as a scho lar. " The next 11 items had reference to 
the teacher "a s an instructor. " The se were followed by 
eight items regarding the teacher "as a faculty member"; 
seven , "as a person;" and ten , "as a citi zen. " Each col lege 
executive was instructed to check each trait to show how 
much weight he usua,lly gives to it "when evidences of it 
appear in the credentials of an applicant for a position as 
instructor or assistant professor to teach lower-divi sion 
college classes. " The presidents were to ld to check each 
item in one of three co lumns : '(1) highly important , 
(2 ) important , and ( 3 )  unimportant or undesirable . From 
these 5 2  items were cul led the 15  deemed as "highly im­
portant".by the se college pres idents. This research tends 
to emphas i z e  not intellectual distinction and attainment but 
/rather social ski lls and organizational competency. Hence , 
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"encouragement of individua l thought , "  "emotional stabi lity , "  
"friendlines s , "  "tolerance , "  and "sympathy with problems 
of col lege students" are all ranked in top positions . Among 
these college pres idents , furthermore , there is a pre­
ference for the kind of instructor who identi fies himself 
chiefly as a col lege teacher rather than as  a spec iali st 
in a particular subject field. It is intere sting to note 
that among the 15 des irable attributes listed , there was no 
allus ion to high scho larly atta inment. It would appear then 
that the maj ority of the col lege-pres idents esteem the 
character-develop ing functions of the college pro fessor over 
his research functions. A later study , which appears to be 
the most recent , was undertaken by Eble at the University of 
California , David Campus (1 97 2) . From a se lected sampl ing 
of student opinion , the se eight qualities emerged as the 
most important : ·(1) is a dynamic and energetic person , 
(2) explains c learly , (3) has an interesting style of pre­
sentation, ( 41 seems to enjoy teaching , (5) has a genuine 
intere st in students ,  (6) is friendly toward students , 
(7) encourages class di scus sion , and ( 8 )  discus ses points 
of view other than his own. 
Studies of Teacher s of Known Distinction 
The studies of the third category have to do with the 
attributes of teachers of known or acknowledged distinction . 
Kelly's study of "great" teachers is perhap s the most 
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il luminating (Kelly , 1 9 2 9) .  Here we find that the teachers 
rated as "great" were primarily characteri zed by interest 
in students--"syrnpathy , " "enthusiarn , "  and simi lar qualities . 
"Knowledge and mastery of the subj ect matter" ranked third , 
while "intellectual breadth" and "industry" were , 
respectively , eleventh and twelfth . Again it would appear 
that the qua lities esteemed in the college profes sor are 
primari ly related to his personality,  and only secondarily 
re lated to his intellectual distinction and capabilities . 
Ryans' classic re search ( 1 9 67) on teacher effective-
ness found three prominent patterns of ob servable classroom 
behavior or behaving styles: "Pattern X--friendly , under-
standing , sympathetic teacher behavior; Pattern Y--
respons ible , businessl ike , systematic teacher behavior; and 
Pattern z-- stimulating , imag inative teacher behavior . 
Mitzel ( 1 9 60) added, however , that "more than a half-century 
of research ef fort has not yie lded meaningful , measurable 
criteria around which the majority of the nation's educators 
can rally. No standards exist which are commonly agreed 
upon as the criteria of teacher effectivene ss" ( 1 9 6 0, 
p .  1 8 2) . 
Despite the lack of agreement on a set of standards 
which could be used as the criteria of effectivene s s  for all 
teachers in all fields , there is excel lent agreement among 
students ,  and between faculty and students , about the 
ef fectivene s s  of given teacher s .  The Center for Re search 
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and Development in Higher Education , which conducted a 
study of University teaching for the Davis Campus , University 
of California ,  disc losed this important finding (Hi ldebrand 
and Wilson , 1 9 7 0 ) . In this monumental study , spanning a 
period of four years , four surveys were conducted: 3 3 8  
students described the teaching o f  instructors they regarded 
as their best and worst instructors; 1 1 9  members of the 
faculty described the teaching of colleagues they regarded 
as best and worst instructors; 1 6 2  members of the faculty 
described the ways they distributed their time among 
various academic pursuits; and 1 , 1 1 5  students independently 
described the teaching of instructors previously rated by 
other students and/or faculty as to effectiveness of teach­
ing .  
The maj or f indings of this study were as fol lows: 
( 1 )  best and worst teachers engage in the same professional 
activities and al locate their time among academic pursuits 
in about the same ways . That is , the mere performance of 
activities associated with teaching does not assure that the 
instruction is effective . ( 2 )  8 5  items were listed that 
characteri zed best teachers as perceived by students , and 
54 items were listed that characteri z ed best teachers as 
perceived by colleagues . All i tems statistically discrimi­
nated best from worst teachers with a high level of 
significance . The. student evaluations are of. principal 
interest here: scales for student characteri zation of 
effective teaching were established by factor ana lysis of 
9 1  items describing the teaching of 3 3 8  best teachers as 
identified by respondents to the 1 9 6 7  survey . ( The method 
was a.principle components analysis with a varimax 
9 
rotation . )  After several analyses , a five-factor solution 
was selected as giving the maximum number of distinct and 
interpretable components of effective teaching . Hi ldebrand's 
conceptual interpretations were as follows: Scale 1 ,  
Analytic/Synthetic Approach , ( i . e . , scholarship , with empha­
sis on breadth , analytic abi lity , and conceptual understand­
ing ) ; Scale 2 ,  Organi zation/Clarity , ( i . e . , skill at 
presentation , but not merely rhetorical ski ll ) ;  Scale 3, 
Instructor-Group Interaction , ( i . e . , rapport with the class 
as a whole , sensitivity to class response , and ski ll at 
securing active class participation ) ;  Scale 4 ,  Instructor­
Individual Student Interaction , ( i . e . , mutual respect and 
rapport between the instructor and the individual student) ; 
and Scale 5 ,  Dynamism/Enthusiasm , ( i.e . , the flare and in­
fectious enthusiasm that comes with conf idence and excitement 
for the subj ect , and pleasure in teaching ) . Responses 
describing the performance of worst teachers were also 
factor analyzed , but the results did not provide readily 
interpretable scales . Also , the items showed less consistent 
relationships than they did for best teachers . In short , 
ineffective teachers were characteri z ed most accurately by 
their lack of attributes associated with effective teaching , 
rather than by possession of attributes of poor teaching . 
Scales for the characteri zation of effective teachers by 
colleagues (prepared by factor analysis of 6 7  items 
describing the behavior of 8 4  best teachers identified by 
119 faculty members) were as follows: research activity 
1 0  
and recognition , intellectual breadth , partic ipation i n  the 
academic community , relations with students , and concern 
for teaching . The only discernable or important difference 
between students' evaluations of their professors and 
colleagues ' evaluations can be seen by a comparison of the 
two lists of attributes . The lists are almost identical , 
but there was one class of items that appeared to dif­
ferentiate students' evaluations from col leagues ' evaluations; 
that is , the professors ' colleagues tended to value more 
highly values such as "mastery of subj ect" and "intellectual 
acumen" than did students . 
The Purdue Rating Scale for Instruction was initially 
developed in 1 9 2 6 , and intensive research has accompanied 
its various ref inements . This research ,  in essence , con­
cludes: "A third of a century of use· .· . .  have ( si c )  
demonstrated that student evaluation is a useful , convenient , 
reliable and val id means of se lf-supervision and self­
improvement for the teacher ( Remmers and.Weisbrodt , 1 9 6 5 ) . 
As for validity , McKeachie ( 1 9 6 9 ) has written that " . . .  
student ratings do· have some validity . Teachers rated as 
effective by students tend to be those teachers whose stu­
dents learn most . "  
I. THE CRITERION PROBLEM 
It has not been uncommon for student evaluation of 
teaching to be criticized on the grounds that (1) student 
ratings tend to be cap�icious, (2) students are uninformed 
about issues of evaluation, (3) since teaching is an art, 
quantitative evaluations are worthless, or (4 ) teaching 
q uality cannot be measured independently of the subj ect 
matter. 
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There is now research evidence to refute most of these 
criticisms . As for the charge that student evaluations are 
capricious, data collected by Gerald H. Whitlock (1967) 
tend to refute it. As one of a series of researches on 
j udgmental processes, the evaluative responses of students 
to teaching stimuli (specific things an instructor did) were 
investigated as a function of the "strength" of the stimulus. 
The first step, however, was to discover precisely what the 
student observes being done by the teacher that causes the 
student to evaluate that teacher's performance in a particu� 
lar way, (i . e., "excellent" instead of ."average") . To be 
brief, it was discovered that, on the average, students' 
j udgments, that is, their ratings of teacher effectiveness, 
are a consistent and predictable function of the relative 
number of specimens of effective and ineffective performance 
they had observed. The equation expres s ing the j udgmental 
re sponse magnitude in terms of the stimulus magnitude 
( the ir ob servations ) wa s discovered to be a power funct ion 
n (R = XS ) ,  an equation appli cable to a wide variety of 
perceptual and j udgmental continua. 
Students are not so uninformed about teaching that 
their j udgments of teaching effectiveness are worthless. 
The final i sts in the competition for the annual Outstand ing 
Teacher Award on the Univer sity of Tennes see Campus must be 
nominated by each of three groups: facu lty , alumni , and 
students. These finalists were then rated by the ir stu-
dents on a teacher performance specimen checklist , all 
specimens of which had been obtained from a sample of stu-
1 2  
dents. Of the 56 items on the checkli s t ,  4 9  were checked as 
more favorable for the candidate s for the Outstand ing Teacher 
.Award than for an unse lected sample of profes sors. Hence , 
students can differentiate between top-rated teachers --by 
students , alumni , and faculty--and an unselected sample of 
teachers. This same checklist of 56  items , after further 
refinements and re search by Douglass ( 1 9 6 8 ) ,  was publ ished 
as Form LRC- 4. The Student Reaction to Instruction i s  now 
widely used as an instrument for self-evaluation and student 
evaluation at the Univers ity of Tenne ss ee (Appendix A) . 
Further evidence has accumu lated which suggests that 
students know when they are learning , and can ident ify those 
teacher practices ( i. e. , performance specimens ) that are 
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productive or preventive of learning. · In a thesis by 
Douglass (1968) , a specimen checklist was administered to 
students in classes that were taught by different instruc­
tors but who used identical final exams. (Some of these 
items were included in Form LRC- 4 . )  In those cases where 
the classes differed significantly on the final exam, they 
also differed significantly in the average ratings the 
students gave the professor and in the expected direction. 
Also, where the classes did not differ significantly on the 
final exam, neither did the students' ratings of the teacher . 
Students know when they are learning and when they are not 
learning; furthermore, they know precisely which teacher 
behaviors produce or prevent learning . All evidence con­
sidered, the Student Reaction to Instruction has proven 
itself to be a reputable means for evaluating instruction. 
Recent evidence (Rodin and Rodin, 1973) , however, 
has indicated that students tend to rate most highly those 
instructors from whom they learn least . The argument for 
using student evaluation forms is that this is an effective 
shortcut method of evaluating learning in the classroom. A 
criticism often leveled against the subjective criterion is 
that a student's evaluation of his instructor might depend 
upon the grades he receives from that instructor- -hence, 
subjective evaluations may not be close approximations to 
objective evaluations of teacher effectiveness. Data 
collected by Remmers at Purdue University (1928) , which 
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supposedly demonstrated that grades do not inf luence 
student ratings of ins tructors , have been extensive ly cited; 
however , the data do not support thi s conc lusion . Rating s 
of 11 instructors were obtained from 4 0 9  students in the 
top half of the c lass . They were also asked to mark an 
"X" on their rating sheets . A biserial corre lation between 
grades and ratings was then computed . Remmers found 
corre lations for individual traits of individual instructors 
varying from - . 8 6 to + . 8 9 . He conc luded that there was 
practically no re lationship between the student ' s  grades 
and his j udgment of the instructor . A closer look at the 
data seems to indicate that there is some relationship 
between grade s and evaluations , although the direction and 
the extent of thi s  re lationship vary from one instructor to 
the next . 
Two direct attempts to measure the correlation between 
obj ective and subj ective criteria were made by Remmers (19 4 9 )  
and Elliot (1 9 5 0 ) . The results of these two experiments do 
not j ustify the conclusion that there is a pos itive relation­
ship between obj ective and subj ective criteria , for in both 
cases the observed correlations of + . 2 7  and + . 2 4 are not 
s ignificantly different from zero . Both studie s were in- . 
adequate in that there were no accurate measure s of how much 
a student has learned . The experiment by Rodin and Rodin 
differs from all other s tudie s  of thi s nature in that the 
obj ective criterion has been more care fully defined and 
controlled . 
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I n  this study , the instructors were teaching 
assistants in a large undergraduate calculus course wi th an 
enrollment of 3 0 0  students .  The course content was def ined 
by 4 0  paradigm problems . Comprehension of a problem was 
tested with a specific problem , and if the student mis sed 
that problem , he was al lowed to take variants of it (up to 
s ix time s ) until he pas sed . Also , all the students rece ived 
a uniform sequence of variants constructed by the profes sor . 
Grading wa s done by the teaching assistants , as follows: 
if there was any error , the entire problem was scored as a 
miss . The final grade was determined by the number of prob­
lems passed . The number of attempts needed to pa s s  a 
problem had no effect on the grade . 
Three measures were obtained for each of the 12 
sections: initial ability in calculus , amount learned by 
the students , and student evaluation of the ins tructor . As 
the se data were col lected in the third quarter of the course , 
a measure of the students' initial ability was available 
from their previous performance . Each section was assigned 
an initial ability score based on the mean grade obtained 
by the students in that section in the preceding quarter . 
The amount learned in each section in the current quarter 
was def ined by the mean grade obtained in that section . The 
instructor for each section received a student evaluation 
s core based on the mean rating given him by students in that 
section . These (anonymous ) student eva luations of instructors 
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were made during a large lecture sess ion at the end of the 
quarter . The evaluation procedure involved the s tudents 
giving letter grades (A , B ,  c, D ,  F )  to his "total teaching 
performance . "  The se letter grades were then trans formed 
numerical ly in the usual way (A = 4, B = 3, and so on ) . In 
preference to a simple correlation between the obj ective 
and subj ective measures of teaching e f fectivenes s ,  a partial 
correlation between the two measures was obtained . Thi s  
statistic "partia ls out" the effect due to initial abi lity , 
or in effect , describes the relation between amount learned 
from the instructor and student rating of the instructor , 
with initial ability held constant . The partial correlation 
between the obj ective and subj ective measures of teaching 
ability , with initial ability held constant , was - . 7 4 6 .  The 
ordinary Pearson correlation between the two measures was 
-. 7 5 4 . A correlation in the vicinity of . 7  accounts for 
about one-half of the variance in student evaluation of their 
teachers . The residual variance can probably be explained 
by the fact that student eva luations , to a very great degree , 
reflect the personal and social qualities of an instructor . 
It i s  not easy to explain the d i screpant results of 
Douglas s and Rodin . The Rodin study appears to be the more 
rigorously done , and should not be taken lightly . 
In any event, the evidence , presented by Douglas s  
(1 9 6 8 ) ,  suggests that students are capable o f  specifying 
those teacher behaviors that are productive of learning , 
regardless of their eva luations of that teacher . 
I I I . STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
The chief conclusion to be reached is that students 
are capable of making meaningful statement� and j udgments 
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of their teacher's competence . A secondary conciusion is 
that students' opinions of their professors can vary widely-­
so widely , in fact , that the widespread use of questionnaires 
and checklists is j ustified . As we have seen , the research 
thus far reviewed has dealt with what one might term , for 
lack of a better descriptor , obj ective data . The question-­
that is , what terms can be formulated that describe instruc­
tors who have proven their competence in teaching--has been 
operationa li zed and tested empirically . 
Rarely , though , has any strictly phenomenological 
study of this issue been undertaken . The chie f thrust of 
this research is to determine i f  there exists a congruence 
between the perceived simi larity of a student to his instruc­
tor ( the phenomenological aspect ) and an obj ective measure 
of teaching performance . The experimenter ,  being aware of 
the pitfalls of research of this nature , asked the sub j ects 
to describe their perce ived similarity to another in­
dividua l ,  producing an interesting but somewhat expected 
result . These same students were asked to describe 
their instructors on an adj ective checklist and the data from 
that were correlated aga inst the obj ective measure of teaching 
performance , producing an updated , globa l  description of the 
ef fective pro fessor. Other , less important , issues are 
discussed in some detai l .  
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CHAPTER I II 
METHODOLOGY 
I. INSTRUMENTS 
There were basically two ins truments used in the 
present study . The f irst wa s an instrument developed by 
the author and hereafter known as the Interper sonal Check­
list , with accompanying face sheet (Appendix A). Deve lopment 
of this ins trument began in the spring quarter of 1972. The 
end result was a 160-item checklist containing adjective s. 
The adjective s were cul led from a list of 6 0 0  i tems used in 
tests constructed by Harrison and Gough (1 95 8); Lorr , 
McNair , and Droppleman (19 71); Borgatta (1 9 61); Clyde (1 9 63); 
Nowlis and Green (195 7); and Zuckerman (19 6 0). Six judges ,  
all clinical psychology graduate student s ,  were asked to 
sort , independently of one another , the 6 0 0  i tems printed on 
three- inch by five-inch index cards, into three categories: 
(1) de scriptive of introvers ive , withdrawn behavior , 
(2) neutral category , and (3) des criptive of extrover sive , 
interpersonal behavior. The judges were asked to work 
quickly but accurately. When each judge had declared that 
he had fini shed the task , the examiner counted the number of 
items placed in the neutral category and i f  this number 
exceeded 5 0 , the judge was asked to shuf fle through this stack 
of cards , make another reas sment , and sort that exces·s of 
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5 0  cards into one of the two remaining categories , leaving 
precisely 5 0  items in the neutral category. The cri teria 
for inclusion in the Interpersonal Checklist were as 
fol lows: ( 1 )  placement of an item in category three , 
descriptive of extroversive , interpersonal behavior , by at 
least four judges ,  and ( 2 )  placement in category one , 
descriptive of introversive , wi thdrawn behavior , by not more 
than two judges. The se criteria were conjunctive . This 
procedure yie lded 178 items , of which 1 8  were dis carded by 
the author because they , in his opinion , did not seem to 
fit neatly into this third category. Preceding this list of 
160  items was a face sheet with three instructiona l sets 
and spaces for biographical and demographic information 
(Appendix .A )  . 
Other in strumentation included the SRI -Form LRC-4 and 
scan sheets wi th 1 6 0  five-scale Likert response spaces 
(Appendix A)  . 
II. STUDY ONE 
Subjects 
A total of 50 students and five instructor s was 
employed in the first study. A samp ling of ins truc tors was 
taken in the fol lowing manner: the inve stigator visited 
the heads of five liberal arts programs and asked for a 
listing of profe ssors teaching day and night clas ses. Only 
those classes with enrollments of 25 to 3 0  students were 
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employed . Each profes sor was as sured that anonymity would 
be strictly maintained . Each c las s member was asked to 
count off, and a pre- selected series o f  ten numbers was 
read off by the inve stigator . Those students that had been 
assigned that number were asked to partic ipate in the study . 
Procedure 
A form of the SRI-Form LRC-4, one copy of the Inter­
personal Checkl i s t  with accompanying face sheet, and three s can 
s heets with 1 6 0  f ive- scale Likert response space s were 
distributed to each of the students . The following was 
read to the students: "Thi s is a study to determine what 
s tudents think of their teachers . Before I te l l  you what I 
want you to do, let me assure you that none of your responses 
to these questionnaires wil l  be reviewed by your instructor, 
so please answer all the items as frankly as po s sible . Now, 
look at the form, Student Reaction·to Instruction, read the 
directions, and f i l l  out the form . "  After a suitable 
period of time, the examiner said, "Now look at the sheet 
which asks for your Social Security Number and other infor­
mation and f i l l  out thi s  form . "  When thi s had been finished, 
the examiner stated: "Now read the f irst s et of instructions . 
Let's read them together, sha l l  we: Here i s  a l i s t  of words 
that describe how people act toward other people . P lease 
read each word carefully . Then f i l l  in the one space on the 
answer sheet that best describes your present instructor, 
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s ince you have known him i n  thi s c lassroom situation . Look 
at each adjective or phras e, decide to what degree it i s  
descriptive of your ins tructor, and record your answer on 
the answer sheet . The numbers on the scan sheet re fer to 
these phrases: (1) not at all, (2 ) a little, (3 ) moderate ly, 
(4 ) quite a bit, and (5 ) extreme ly . "  P lease write your 
responses on the scan sheet, making sure that you do not 
leave any spaces blank ." 
When the first scan sheet had been completed, the . 
examiner said: "Now look at the second set of instructions 
on the face sheet ." Thereupon, the examiner read that set 
of instructions to the cla s s: "Here i s  a list of adjective s 
which des cribe ways people are s imi lar to other people . 
Please read each item carefully, and dec ide to what extent 
you are s imilar to your pre sent instructor . Please be 
certain you have marked all i tems on the answer sheet . 
Your choices are: (1 ) not at all s imilar to my instructor, 
(2 ) a little s imi lar, (3 ) neither s imi lar nor d i s s imilar, 
(4 ) quite s imi lar to my instructor, and (5 ) very s imi lar to 
my instructor ." 
Thereupon the examiner read the third set o f  instruc-
tions to the class: "Here i s  a list of adjectives which 
de scribe ways people are s imi lar to other people . Please 
read each item carefully, and decide to what extent you are 
s imi lar to your father . Please be certain you have marked 
all items on the answer sheet . Your choices are: (1)  not 
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at all s imi lar to my father , (2)· a little similar , 
(3) ne ither s imi lar nor d i s s imi lar , (4) quite simi lar to 
my father , and (5) very simi lar to my father. " 
It took approximate ly 3 0  minutes to complete all 
forms. Co llection of data took place toward the end of the 
summer quarter of 1972. The timing of data col lection wa s 
crucial , as it wa s necessary that the student have had time to 
form an opinion of the instructor's competence and have some 
feel for the instructor's personality. 
Analys is of Data 
The ratio of the number of effective performance (E) 
on the SRI-Form LRC- 4 checked to the number of specimens of 
ineffective performance (I) was the method of scoring , as 
pres cribed in the SRI manual. If , for example , the number 
of effective performances was 36  and the number of in-
effective performances was seven , the score was 36/7, or 
5. 14 (rounding to the neare st hundredth). I f  no E's were 
checked , the value of one was ass igned to the numerator of 
the ratio; thus , a form wi th no E's checked and s ix I's 
checked yie lded a score of one- sixth , or .17. If no I's 
were checked , a va lue of one wa s assigned to the denominator 
of the ratio; thus , a form with 14 E's checked and no I's 
checked yielded a score of 1 4. 0.· 
After all data had been collected , the SRI score s were 
calculated (�) for each student. A simple summing of the I 
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values for the "Simi larity to Teacher" scan form and the 
"S imilarity to Father" scan form were ca lculated and the 
corre lations were computed . In addition, the corre lations 
of each item variable of the Interpersona l Checklist with 
the criterion SRI scores were ca lculated over all subjects, 
producing 1 6 0  correlation coefficients . The next step wa s 
to devise a method that could predict teaching success by 
some linear combination of variables . To accompl ish thi s, 
ten item variables from the Interpersonal Checklist that 
had been found to correlate most highly with the SRI 
criterion scores were i solated for further study . A step­
wi se multiple regres s ion equation using these items was 
written whi ch would hopefully predict SRI criterion value s  
for independently selected s amples o f  students . 
The computer program for data analy s i s  wa s the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sc ience, often known as 
s imply SPSS . 
Subjects 
III .  STUDY TWO 
Two weeks before the end of spring quarter of 1 9 73 in 
May, another sample of 50 students, roughly equivalent with 
respect to age and sex with the first samp le of the previous 
year, was tested for purposes of cross-val idation . A 
compari son of the demographic variable s  of the two samples 
was made (Table I ) . 
TABLE I 
COMPARI SON OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES , AGE AND SEX , 
FOR FIRST SAMPLE (N = SO) AND 
SECOND SAMPLE ( N = 50) 
First 
Sample 
Mean Age 1 8 . 2* 
Number of Ma le Students 3 0  
Number of Fema le Students 2 0  




1 8 . 4* 
3 2  
1 8  
The procedure uti l ized for recruitment of subjects , 
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explanations as to what was to be done , and so on , were the 
same as those for the first samp le of 5 0  students--except 
that the "Father Simi larity" and "Teacher Similarity" forms 
were not distributed . That i s , the students of thi s  sampl e  
were instructed to describe their instructors with the f ive-
point Likert scale of the Interpersona l Checklist , to f i l l  
out the accompanying scan sheet , and to describe hi s 
effectivenes s  by means o f  the SRI-Form LRC- 4 .  
Analysis of Data 
As with the first sample of students , the SRI forms 
were graded . In addition , the correlations of each item 
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variable o f  the Interpersonal Checklist with the criterion 
of SRI scores were calculated over all subj ects , producing 
1 6 0  correlation coefficients . In addition , the individual 
one- to- five Likert va lues (of Sample Two ) for the ten items 
isolated for study from Sample One were fed into the 
multiple regression equation to determine i f  those values 
matched , or were approximately equal to , the actual criterion 
scores of effective teaching of Study Two . 
Table I I  shows the correlations of the criter ion 
scores ( SRI ) with "Father Simi larity" scores and "Teacher 
Simi larity" scores for Study One . Note that all the 
correlation coeffic ients are at the . 0 01  level of s ignifi­
cance . 
Tab le I I I  (Appendix B )  shows the SRI scores , "Father 
Similarity" scores , and "Teacher Simi lari ty" scores for a 
sampling of 5 0  students from five classes taught by five 
professors for Study One . 
Table IV (Appendix B )  shows the correlations of the 
SRI scores with the one- to-five Likert values for the 1 6 0 -
item vari ables o f  the Interpersonal Checklist for Study One. 
These value s ranged from - 0. 55 ("dull" ) to 0. 70  ("prai sing" ) . 
Table V (Appendix B )  li sts the correlations of the 
SRI scores with the one-to- five Likert values for the 1 6 0 -
item var iables of the Interpersonal Checklist for Study Two . 
These va lues ranged from - . 0 5 8  ("pecul iar" ) to 0. 7 2  
("likeable" ) • 
TABLE I I  
CORRELATIONS OF CRITERI ON SCORES ( SRI) WITH 
FATHER SIMILARITY SCORES AND TEACHER 






Father Similarity . 7 8 6 5* 
Teacher Similari ty . 8 0 4 3* .9 3 6 5* 
*Denotes s igni ficance at the . 0 0 1  leve l . 
The next s tep was to devise a method that could pre-
diet teaching success by some linear combination o f  
variables . To accomplish thi s , the ten- item variables o f  
the Interpersonal Check l i s t  that correlated most highly with 
the SRI scores for Study One were i solated for further 
study as shown in Table VI (Appendix B ) . These variable s , 
ten in number, were: variable 1 0 0 , prais ing; variable 3 2 , 
good-natured; variable 1 5 0 ,  witty; variable 2 0 ,  l ikeable; 
variable 4 4, agreeable; variable 3 3 ,  versati le; variable 
1 1 1 , imaginative; variable 7 1 , respected; variable 2 1 , 
cheerful;. and variable 5 6 , kind ly . 
A s tep wi se mul tiple regres s ion equation was written 
using the se item variables of the Interpersonal Checklist 
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from Study One. It is summari zed as fo llows (rounding off 
to three decimal places ) :  criterion = variable 1 0 0  x 
3. 4 8 2  + variable 3 2  x 2. 2 0 1  - variable 1 5 5  x 2. 4 4 7  -
variable 2 0  x 2. 0 1 2 - variable 4 4  x 1 . 7 7 3  + variable 
3 3  x 1. 090 - variable 1 1 1  x . 91 0  + variable 71 x 1. 5 4 5  -
variable 2 1  x . 94 1  � variable 5 6  x . 5 6 1 - 14. 79 6. 
Thereupon the Likert values for the ten selected 
item variables of the Interpersonal Checklist for Sample 
Two were fed into the regres s ion equation. Table VII 
( Appendix B)  presents a compari son of the observed criterion 
SRI score s  of Sample Two wi th the calculated regres s ion 
values. A glance at thi s  table indicates that only in a 
few instances do the observed criterion scores.match or 
approximate closely the calculated regre s s ion values.  More 
wi ll be said of this in the following chapter. 
Table VII I  (Appendix B )  shows a listing of attributes 
descriptive of effective teachers. This criterion was 
employed to cull out items: if the correlation between the 
value of the one-to-five Likert scale correlated . 3 0 or 
more with the SRI scores for both Study One and Study Two, 
the item was included in the l ist. Use of thi s  criterion 
produced 3 4  items. 
CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSS ION AND SUMMARY 
Before any serious discuss ion of the implications of 
this study i s  undertaken , it i s  important that the "control" 
measure employed--the "Father S imi larity" scores and 
"Teacher Similarity" scores of Table IV--be looked at 
c losely . The extremely high correlation between the 
"Teacher Similarity" score s and the "Father S imi larity" 
scores of Study One (r = . 94) corroborates the exi stence o f  
a phenomenon Mischel ( 19 6 8) h a s  termed s timulus generali­
zation , a respons e  set frequently bias ing paper and penc i l  
research . That i s , s ince stereotyped , highly genera l i z ed 
verbal descriptions about personality traits tend to be 
reinforced pervas ively in our culture , subtl e  discrimini- · 
nations in answers to trait questionnaires should not be 
.expected . A much more stinging expos ition of thi s  phenomenon 
has been made by Mischel ( 19 5 6) , who has called such trait 
descriptions "personality description after the manner of 
P .  T. Barnum ." Mischel is correct in pointing out that 
c linicians are wont to make inference s  from trait question­
naires which may carry high confidence because of high 
population bas e  rate s , regardless of the tes t's val idity . 
Considering the signi ficant correlation between the 
"Father Simi larity" score s  and the SRI score s  for Study One 
(r - . 79) and the correlation between the "Teacher Similarity" 
score s  and the SRI scores for Study One (r = . 8 0) , one should 
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proceed with extreme caution in making any generalizati ons 
concerning the extent to which a student sees himself 
similar to his ins tructor and his . j udgment of that teacher's 
e ffecti venes s .  The s trong pos itive Pe arsoni an re lati on­
ships thus described do not necess ari ly indicate that 
s tudents' perceptions of the ir teache rs are affecte d by 
thei r pe rceptions of their fathers . However, they do 
s uggest that s timu
'
!us generali zati on is operative here� One 
would feel more secure in making the s tatement that a s tu­
dent's perce ived simi l arity to his ins tructor was rel ated 
(in the hypothe si zed direction ) to his j udgment of that 
teacher's effectiveness only i f  ( 1 )  the corre lation between 
the " Father S imi larity" scores and the SRI scores was 
negative, or negligibly pos it ive, and also i f  (2 ) the 
correlati on between the " Teacher Simi larity" scores and the 
.sRI scores was qui te high . Furthermore, note that the 
" Teache r S imi lari ty" scores and " Fath er S imi larity" scores 
correl ate h igh ly (r = . 9 4 ) , furthe r con fusing the issues . 
Neverthe less, the.wise clinician, an as siduous 
fol lower of Mischel and Meehl, a clos e ass ociate, would 
point out that the corre lation coe fficients thus quoted are 
themselve s me aningles s .  S ince subtle di scriminati ons to 
global terms, s uch as appear on the Interpersonal Checkl ist, 
cannot be expected, s tatis tical operations on the ir values 
cannot commun icate anything except furthe r trivi a .  Thus the 
ques tion--whether or not a student's pe rceived s imi larity 
to his ins tructor's re lated in a predictable fashion to the 
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s tudent's j udgment of the teache r's competence--mus t remain 
clouded. 
The multiple regression equation that had been 
written from the firs t sample of 5 0  s tudents was gene rally 
ine ffective in predicting the observed S RI s cores of Sample 
Two . The correlation between these two variab les- -between 
the observed S RI scores of Sample Two and the val ues 
generated from the regres sion equation- -is . 5 7 ,  which for 
a sample size of  5 0  is significant at the . 0 01  level . This 
coefficient may be termed a validi.ty coe fficient , a me asure 
of  the e f fectiveness of  the regres sion equation in predicting 
observed criterion scores of an independently· selected 
sample . The magnitude of this coe fficient is impressive 
but mi stakenly so; it should be remembered that the value 
o f  a regres sion equation lies chie fly in its ability to pre­
dict in individual cases . The re ader is re ferre d to Table 
VI I (Appendix B ) . It should be noted that in many cases , 
as in case number I-4 , the regres sion equation is almost 
total ly worthless for its designed purpos e .  (For case I - 4  
the S RI s core for Sample
.
Two was 1. 1 3 , and the val ue pre­
dicted from the regres sion equation was 1 1. )  
A group of adjectives was .is olate d from the list o f  
1 6 0  adjec tives of the Interpers onal Checklis t for further 
s tudy . This list of adje ctives represents those items of 
the Interpersonal Checklist which correl ated most highly 
with the S RI s cores for both Study One an d Study Two , thus 
corroborating the results of earlier studies by Eble ( 1 9 6 7 )  
and Hildebrand and Wilson ( 1 9 70 ) .  Most noti ce ab le are 
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those adj ectives who se meanings might best be subsumed under 
the term "likeableness"--ad j ectives such as "charming , "  
"cheerful , "  "popular , "  "outgoing , "  "praising , "  and "witty . "  
I t  is wise to point out that the adjective "likeable" was 
inc luded in the Interpersonal Checklist , and was one of 
the ten chosen for inc lusion in the mu ltiple regres sion 
equation because �f its very high corre lation with the SRI 
criterion for S tudy One and Study Two . Perhaps a second 
c lassification may be termed "dependabi lity and interest , "  
with terms such a s  "tolerant , "  "persuasive , "  and "reliable" 
further delineating the category . Such a gut clas sification 
is arbitrary , of course , and factor ana lysis could simp lify 
the is sue , but that is beyond the scope of  this the sis . 
To conc lude briefly : first , the hypothesis that 
students tend to rate their instructors as ef fective (a s 
measured by the SRI-Form LRC- 4 )  if they see their instruc­
tors as similar to them on a number of variables was left 
unresolved . This was chiefly because students ,  and most 
people apparently , make global descriptions of others 
because society reinforces verbal , highly genera lized 
descriptions of persona lity traits . The conc lusions of 
ear lier research--that students value personal , warm 
qualities in their teachers--must , therefore , be taken with 
a grain of salt . This the sis does not attempt to make such 
an as sertion . 
Future researcher s ,  in the author's opinion , should 
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concentrate on improving and deve loping new devices and 
techniques for se lection of competent teachers . It i s  
tragic that mos t  teachers today are chosen o n  the bas i s  o f  
letters of reference , amount o f  teaching experience , and 
the like , rather than through direct observation of c las s­
room performance and appraisals of actual learning in the 
clas sroom . Even more tragic i s  the fact that students can 
be s tunted intel lectually or become bored with a subject by 
exposure to a dull , li stles s ,  and unenthus iastic instructor . 
I f  the scienti sts of tomorrow would concentrate their hours 
of research on developing better pre- se lection devices , 
then perhaps there would be l e s s  need for these pos t  facto 
evaluative efforts . 
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APPENDICES 
APPENDIX A 
FORM LRC-4--Student Reaction to Instruction 
Course Instructor ' s  Name -------------------------- ---------------
Directions: Listed below are performance statements whi ch 
represent the kind of thing s s tudents might observe their 
profes sor doing sometime during the quarter . Read each 
statement and i f  you definitely remember having observed 
it to occur during this class , then place a check mark to 
the left o f  the statement. I f  you do not immediately 
remember having observed it in this class during this 
quarter , then do not check the . statement. Remember , check 
only those things you personally saw the profe ssor in thi s 
class do_ thi s  quarter. 
1 .  Presented examples o f  what he wanted by way o f  
homework , papers , etc. 
2. Lectured above students ' level of comprehension 
repeatedly . 
3 .  -· ---
4 .  
5 .  
6 .  
7 .  
8 .  





Requi red exces s ive and unnecessary memorization. 
Learned students '. name s quickly. 
Refused to discuss exams. 
Embarras sed many students by his use of profanity. 
Arranged "help sess ions" for students . 
Introduced humor to stimulate class intere st. 
Made a dramatic gesture to emphasize an important 
point . 
Fai led to return exams. 
Adj us ted his pace to the needs of the class . 
Util i zed visual aids to" clarify les son materials. 
Used leading questions to force a s tudent to 
answer his own questions. 
14 . Repeated material to the point o f  monotony . 
3 9  
1 5 . Extended his office hours in order to further 
assist students. 
1 6 . Ignored s tudents '  need for extra help. 
17 . Stimulated s tudents to intellectual effort far 
beyond that required by most courses. 
1 8 . Refused to explain the bas i s  for his grading 
system. 
4 0  
1 9 .  Related the course material to real- life s i tuations. 
2 0 .  Became angry or sarcastic when corrected by a 
s tudent. 
2 1 .  Failed to take any measure to prevent cheating. 
2 2 . Lectured fluently without aid o f  notes. 
2 3 . Prepared hand-out sheets to complement lectures. 
2 4 .  Course requirements remained vague �nd d i sorganized. 
2 5 .  Al lowed students to work in committees on material 
too difficult for individual students . 
2 6 .  SUmmarized material in a manner which aided 
retention. 
2 7 . Became confused when attempting to explain important 
points. 
2 8 . Presented each les son within class time. 
2 9 .  Came to class unprepared . 
3 0 .  Refused to consider alternative solutions to 
problems. 
31 . Requested and obtained students ' questions and 
reactions. 
3 2 . Refused to admit that he was unable t� answer some 
questions. 
3 3 . Differentiated between s ignificant and non­
s ignificant material. 
3 4 . Introduced unfamil iar words or concepts without 
clarification. 
3 5 .  Praised his clas � for good work . 
3 6 . To the extent pos s ible, scheduled exams so as to 
reduce conflicts . 
3 7 .  Used class discus s ions to bring out contrasting 
views . 
3 8 .  Displayed favoritism . 
4 1  
3 9 . Demonstrated extensive knowledge of the l iterature 
in his suggestions for outs ide reading . 
4 0 .  Demonstrated tolerance toward students ' personal 
bel iefs even when they conflicted with course 
materials . 
4 1 .  Announced exams too late for students. to prepare 
sufficiently . 
4 2 .  Introduced new and stimulating ideas about the 
subject . 
4 3 .  Clearly stated the purposes and objectives of the 
course . 
4 4 . Forced the students to shoulder the entire burden 
of gaining knowledge of the subject . 
4 5 .  Lectured in a manner which ' he ld class attention . 
4 6 .  Announced one type o f  te st but gave another . 
4 7 . Displayed nervousne s s  and fear when covering 
difficult material . 
4 8 .  Demonstrated the importance and s igni ficance of 
his subject matter . 
4 9 .  Gave ample notice for lengthy a s s ignments .  
5 0 . Exposed the students to the leading authorities 
in the field . 
5 1 . Lectured in a low monotone . 
5 2 .  Answered students' ques tions a s  compl etely as 
pos s ible . 
5 3 .  Made a disparaging remark to a student in the 
presence of other students . 
54 . Displayed patience when students asked irrelevant 
and disruptive que stions . 
5 5 . Lectured in a rambling fashion . 
4 2  
5 6 .  De liberately wasted class time rather than covering 
course material . 
FACE SHEET 
Social Security Number ---------------- Age __ 
Instructions--Set Number One 
For Scan Sheet Number One 
4 3  
Sex ---
Here is a list of words that Qescribes how people 
act ·toward other people. Please read each word carefully. 
Then fill in the one space on the answer sheet that best 
describes your present instructor , since you have known him 
in this classroom situation. Look at each adj ective or 
phrase , dec ide to what degree it i s  descriptive of your in­
structor , and record your answer on the answer sheet. The 
numbers on the scan sheet refer to these phrases: (1 ) not 
at all , (2 ) a little,  (3) moderately , (4 ) quite a bit , and 
( 5 )  extremely . Please write your answers on the scan sheet , 
making sure that you do not leave any spaces blank. 
Instructions-- Set Number Two 
For Scan Sheet Number Two 
Here is  a list of adj ectives which descr ibe ways 
people are simi lar to other people. Please read each item 
carefully , and decide to what extent you are s imilar to your 
present instructor. Please be certain you have marked all 
items on the answer sheet. Your choi ces are: (1)  not at 
all similar to my instructor , (2 ) a little s imilar , 
4 4  
(3 ) neither similar nor dis similar, ( 4) quite similar to my 
instructor, and (5 ) very similar to my instructor . 
Instructions-- Set Number Three 
For Scan Sheet Number Three 
Here is a lis t of adj ectives which describe way s 
people are similar to other people. Please read each item 
carefully, and decide to what extent you are similar to 
your father. Please be certain you have marked all items 
on the answer sheet . Your choices are : (1 ) not at all 
similar to my father, (2 ) a little similar , (3 ) neither 
similar nor dissimilar , ( 4 )  quite similar
-
to my father, and 
( 5 ) very similar to my father. 
4 5  
INTERPERSONAL CHECKLIST 
Be Sure To Answer All Items 
1 .  si lent 4 6 .  full of pity 
2 .  stimulated 4 7 .  adaptable 
3 .  forceful 4 8 . lustful 
4 .  tactless 4 9 .  foresignted 
5 .  critical s o . offended 
6 .  serious 51 . affected 
7 .  cons iderate 52 . assertive 
8 .  charming 53 . tactful 
9 .  obnoxious 5 4 . independent 
1 0 . mature 5 5 .  conscientious 
1 1 .  resourceful 5 6 . kindly 
12 . disrespectful 57 . intell igent 
13 . thoughtful 5 8 . decisive 
14 . informal 5 9 . not dependable 
15 . accommodating 6 0 . business like 
1 6 .  kind 6 1 . pecul iar 
17 . idealistic 62 . rational 
1 8 . moderate 63 . cynical 
19. loyal 64 . peaceable 
20 . likeable . 6 5 . res erved 
21 . cheerful 6 6 . impatient 
22 . stern 67 . intere sted 
23 . egoti sti c 6 8 . outgoing 
24 . popular 6 9 . di sinterested 
25 . rigid 7 0 .  obedient 
26 . deceived 71 . re spected 
27 . sorry 72 . unrealistic 
28 . argumentative 73 . playful 
29 . dependent 7 4 . genial 
30 . polite 7 5 . appreci ative 
31 . dependable 7 6 . quarrelsome 
32 . good-natured 77 . mi schevious 
33. versati le 7 8 . bashful 
34 . shy 7 9 . dignified 
35 . irrespons ible 8 0 . discreet 
36 . reliable 8 1 .  aloof 
37 . meek 82 . absent-minded 
3 8 . complain ing 83 . shy 
39 . honest 8 4 .  dull 
4 0 .  selfish 8 5 .  effeminate 
4 1 .  active 8 6 .  obliging 
42.  cruel 8 7 . proud 
43 . civi li zed 8 8 .  restrained 
4 4 . agreeable 8 9 .  fairminded 










10 0 .  
101 . 
102 .  
103. 
10 4 .  
10 5 .  
106 . 
10 7 .  
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14 1 .  
142 . 
14 3 .  
14 4 .  
14 5 .  
146 . 
14 7 .  
148 .  
14 9 .  
15 0 .  
151 .  
15 2 .  
153. 
154 . 
15 5 .  
156 . 
15 7 .  
158 . 
159 .  























TABLE I I I  
CRITERION SCORES ( SRI ) , FATHER S IMILARITY 
SCORES , AND TEACHER S IMILARITY SCORES 
FOR STUDENTS IN STUDY ONE (A , B ,  C ,  
D ,  E ,  REPRESENT INSTRUCTORS ) 
Father Teacher 
SRI S imilarity Similarity 
Student Score Score Score 
A 1 2 1 . 0  5 1 0  5 3 7  
A 2 7 . 0  3 4 1  2 2 5  
A 3 1 8 . 0  5 2 9  6 3 2  
A 4 8 . 67 4 6 3  5 3 7  
A 5 1 8 . 0 0 6 5 1  7 5 3  
A 6 1 5 . 0 0 5 1 3  4 8 1  
A 7 2 4 . 0 0 6 9 5  7 5 2  
A 8 1 8 . 00 7 6 7  7 4 1  
A 9 3 . 2 5 2 9 2  2 7 3  
A 10 8 . 0  3 0 1  2 7 5  
B 1 4 . 3 3 3 0 9  2 9 7  
B 2 1 2 . 0 0 4 6 3  4 8 1  
B 3 2 3 . 0 0 6 4 8  7 4 8  
B 4 1 2 . 0 0 5 0 5  4 7 5  
B 5 8 . 0 0 3 5 0  3 2 5  
B 6 9 . 0 0 4 1 5  3 6 5  
B 7 1 7 . 0 0  5 8 1  6 3 3  
B 8 1 5 . 0 0 5 4 7  5 9 7  
4 7  
4 8  
TABLE I I I  (Continued) 
Father Teacher 
SRI Similarity S imilarity 
Student Score Score Score 
B 9 19. 1 4 9 8  5 9 8  
B 10 . 6. 0 327 251  
c 1 1 6.0 6 5 1  7 4 7  
c 2 23.0 7 4 8  7 5 1 
c 3 23.0 6 5 1  722 
c 4 1 9.0 433 534 
c 5 18.00 525 4 7 9  
c 6 26.00 4 8 4  5 01 
c 7 12.00  379 4 6 5  
c 8 10.0 4 1 1  321 
c 9 • 1 5.0 6 5 8  7 0 1  
c 10 5.0 299  361  
D 1 5.00 4 03 359  
D 2 .2. 0 414  3 4 9  
D 3 1.00 4 1 5  421 
D 4 3.0 4 03 4 92 
D 5 1 8.0 5 9 5  6 0 1  
D 6 1.00 376 325 
D 7 9.00 362 322 
D 8 1.00 3 9 4  4 0 0  
D 9 1.00 378  327 
D 10 4.00 371 331 
4 9  
TABLE I I I  (Continued ) 
Father Teacher 
SRI Simi larity Similarity 
Student Score Score score 
E 1 l . O Q 34 8 3 3 3  
E 2 6 . 5 0 521 4 7 5  
E 3 1 .  00 4 1 3  329 
E 4 1 . 75 3 8 6  4 0 5  
E 5 3 . 6 7 27 5 3 5 0  
E 6 16 . 0 0 5 5 9  621 
E 7 1 9 . 00 5 5 8  6 3 4  
E 8 1 7 . 0 0 6 0 1  6 3 9  
E 9 2 . 50 34 3 4 0 0  
E 10 8 . 0 0 429 4 3 6  
TABLE IV 
· CORRELATIONS OF THE SRI SCORES WITH THE 
ONE�TO-FIVE LIKERT VALUES FOR THE 
1 6 0- ITEM VARIABLES OF THE 
INTERPERSONAL CHECKLIST 
FOR STUDY ONE 
Variable 
Number Item 
. 1 s ilent 
2 stimulated 
3 forceful 






1 0  mature 
1 1  resourceful 
12 disrespectful 
1 3  thoughtful 
14 informal 
1 5  accommodating 
1 6  kind 
1 7  ideali stic 




- 0 . 4 1 5 3  
0 . 3 7 3 7  
0 . 1 5 2 5  
- 0 . 3 4 6 1  
0 . 0 0 1 3  
- 0 . 2 2 3 1  
0 . 4 7 8 6  
0 . 4 4 2 5  
- 0 . 3 6 5 9  
0 . 3 8 9 7  
0 . 4 4 5 3  
0 . 0 4 1 4  
0 . 2 5 7 9  
- 0 . 151 6 
0 . 3 07 4  
0 . 4 5 9 4  
- 0 . 0 0 7 5  
5 1  
TABLE IV ( Continued ) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
1 8  moderate 0 . 0 3 0 9  
19 loyal 0 . 4 0 6 7 
2 0  likeable 0 . 5 7 8 8  
2 1  cheerful 0 . 5 5 2 2  
2 2  stern - 0 . 0 1 1 1  
2 3  egotistic - 0 . 4 5 5 5  
2 4  popular 0 . 4 9 3 7  
2 5  rigid - 0 . 2 4 1 5  
2 6  deceived - 0 . 3 5 6 2  
2 7  sorry - 0 . 3 1 0 0  
2 8  argumentative 0 ; 1 0 3 2  
2 9  dependent 0 . 2 2 7 4  
3 0  polite 0 . 4 00 7  
31  dependable 0 . 4 4 2 2  
3 2  good-antured 0 . 6 3 3 0  
3 3  versatile 0 . 5 2 0 3  
3 4  shy - 0 . 0 9 8 2  
3 5  irresponsible - 0 . 3 7 2 8  
3 6  reliable 0 . 4 01 9  
3 7  meek - 0 . 1 1 4 1  
3 8  complaining - 0 . 2 2 9 0  
39  honest 0 . 2 0 8 2  
5 2  
TABLE I V  (Continued ) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
4 0  self i sh - 0 . 3 6 7 6  
4 1  active · 0 . 4 3 2 5  
4 2  cruel - 0 . 2 7 6 5  
4 3  civi l i z ed 0 . 1 4 7 5  
4 4  agreeable 0 . 5 5 3 3  
4 5  submi s s ive 0 . 0 0 8 1  
4 6  full o f  pity 0 . 17 5 2  
4 7  adaptable 0 . 3 7 0 5  
4 8  lustful - 0 . 2 0 5 0  
4 9  fores ighted 0 . 2 1 8 4  
5 0  offended 0 . 1 0 4 7  
5 1  affected 0 . 1 5 4 3  
5 2  assertive 0 . 2 8 53  
5 3  tactful 0 . 3 01 8  
5 4  independent 0 . 0 6 4 0  
5 5  conscientious 0 . 3 2 7 4  
5 6  kindly 0 . 5 5 4 5  
5 7  intelligent 0 . 2 3 3 5  
5 8  decisive 0 . 2 2 9 0  
59  not dependable - 0 . 4 8 0 3  
6 0  businesslike - 0 . 0 6 4 1  
6 1  peculiar - 0 . 2 9 07 
53 
TABLE IV (Continued ) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
62 rational 0 . 28 9 7  
63 cynica l -0 . 325 9 
6 4  peaceable 0 . 1 4 4 8  
6 5  reserved -0 . 2 9 4 5  
6 6  impatient - 0 . 2362 
67 interested 0 . 3 716 
6 8  outgoing 0 . 4 8 6 1  
6 9  disinterested -0 . 4 627 
70  obedient 0 . 24 93 
71 respected 0 . 53 8 5  
72 unreali stic ... 0 . 3822 
73 playful 0 . 39 6 7  
7 4  genial 0 . 25 8 6  
75  appreciative 0 . 4 6 52 
7 6  quarrel some - 0 . 2232 
77 mischevious - 0 . 0 7 53 
78  bashful 0 . 1529 
79 dignified 0 . 26 1 5  
8 0  di screet -0 . 0 520 
81 aloof - 0 . 1 533 
82 absent-minded - 0 . 2825 
83 shy - 0 . 1 9 8 1  
5 4  
TABLE IV (Continued ) 
Corre lation 
Variable With 
Number Item Cri terion 
8 4  dull - 0 . 5 5 62 
8 5  effeminate 0 . 2014 
8 6  obliging 0. 2771 
8 7  proud - 0 . 0 51 8  
8 8  restrained - 0 . 1 9 6 6  
8 9  · fairminded 0 . 23 6 9  
9 0  sarcastic -0 . '3077  
91 outspoken 0 . 10 81 
92 op inionated - 0 . 28 93 
93 tolerant 0 . 4392 
9 4  wise 0 . 30 63 
9 5  nagging - 0 . 17 7 5  
9 6  unkind - 0 . 29 4 4  
9 7  unfriendly - 0 . 0 9 4 9  
9 8  hostile - 0 . 1730 
99 complaint 0 . 0 0 6 9  
1 0 0  prai sing 0 . 7 017 
101 intolerant - 0 . 0 9 5 0  
102 sophi sticated 0 . 1523 
103 prej udiced - 0 . 1272 
104  darling 0 . 1 8 7 5  
105 individuali stic 0 . 2317 
5 5  
TABLE IV (Continued ) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
1 0 6  patient 0 . 1 8 1 1 
107  violent -0 . 0 0 1 8  
1 0 8  suggestible - 0 . 0 0 0 0  
1 0 9  cons ervative -0. 1 9 0 9  
110 ambitious 0 . 1 0 7 1  
111 imaginative 0 . 5 1 9 7  
112 spontaneous 0 . 27 8 5  
113 humble 0.13 5 5  
114 immature - 0 . 3 7 63 
115 modest - 0 . 0 6 7 9  
116 conventional 0 . 0 003 
117 bold 0. 2310 
11 8 industrious 0.4 5 9 8  
119 opportuni stic - 0 . 1 7 43 
120 fault-f inding - 0. 29 1 8  
121 progre s s ive 0 . 4 5 62 
122 whiny -0 . 0 927 
123 withdrawn - 0. 3 7 9 5  
124 sympathetic 0 . 0932 
125 noi sy - 0 . 03 6 9  
126 aggressive 0.24 9 1  
127 snobbish - 0. 27 0 1  
5 6  
TABLE IV (Continued ) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number I tem Criterion 
1 2 8  bully i ng - 0 . 0 4 1 6  
1 2 9  inhibited - 0 . 1 3 7 7  
1 3 0  greedy - 0 . 2 3 6 0  
1 3 1  rude - 0 . 3 9 4 9  
1 3 2  evas ive - 0 . 5 4 5 3  
1 3 3  arrogant - 0 . 4 4 6 3  
1 3 4  humorous 0 . 4 5 5 9  
1 3 5  reveal ing 0 . 1 4 7 6  
1 3 6  self-centered - 0 . 4 3 1 2  
1 3 7  ready to f ight - 0 . 0 0 5 8  
3 1 8  loud 0 . 1 3 8 5  
319  persuas ive 0 . 4 4 3 8  
1 4 0  mannerly 0 . 2 6 7 3  
1 4 1  sexy - 0 . 1 2 7 2  
1 4 2  bos sy - 0 . 1 2 1 4  
1 4 3  demanding - 0 . 0 1 1 9  
1 4 4  talkative 0 . 6 0 2 2  
1 4 5  loveable 0 . 2 6 3 0  
1 4 6  sociable 0 . 4 9 2 5  
1 4 7  reliable 0 . 4 9 4 2  
1 4 8  generous 0 . 4 0 3 4  
1 4 9  contrary - 0 . 3 27 1  
57 
TABLE IV (Continued ) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
1 5 0  formal -0 . 024 4 
151 open-hearted 0 . 4 5 8 4  
1 52 affectionate 0 . 1723 
153 fickle -0 . 1 8 62 
1 5 4  understanding 0 . 39 0 1  
1 5 5  witty 0 . 5 8 7 6  
1 5 6  boastful - 0 . 21 8 8  
1 5 7  frank 0 . 2 0 4 7  
1 5 8  show-off -o .  2 0 6 8  
1 5 9  trusting 0 . 5302 












1 0  





1 6  
1 7  
TABLE V 
CORRELATIONS OF THE SRI SCORES WITH THE 
ONE-TO-FIVE LIKERT VALUES FOR THE 
1 6 0 - ITEM VARIABLES OF THE 
INTERPERSONAL CHECKLI ST 
FOR STUDY TWO 
Correlation 
With 
I tem Criterion 
s i lent - 0 . 2 2 1 6  
s t imulated 0 . 2 3 0 6  
forceful - 0 . 1 0 3 8  
tac t l e s s  - 0 . 4 6 4 8  
critical - 0 . 2 9 7 1  
s erious - 0 . 0 2 2 7  
cons iderate 0 . 6 1 6 3  
charming 0 . 6 0 7 7  
obnoxious - 0 . 3 7 3 6  
mature 0 . 4 5 3 0  
re source ful 0 . 3 3 0 7 
disrespectful - 0 . 3 4 0 4  
thoughtful 0 . 4 3 3 4  
informal 0 . 0 2 0 2  
accommodating 0 . 5 0 8 8  
kind 0 . 5 3 6 3  
ideal i stic 0 . 0 5 3 5  
5 8  
5 9  
TABLE V (Continued ) 
Corre lation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
1 8  moderate 0 . 39 8 1  
19 loyal 0 . 4 517 
20 likeable 0.7 1 9 1  
21 cheerful 0.7 1 02 
22 stern - 0. 1 0 6 6  
23 egoti stic - 0.5438 
24 popular 0.431 9 
25 rigid - 0 . 2 630 
26 deceived - 0.1729 
27 sorry - 0 . 3123 
28 argumentative - 0. 1252 
29 dependent 0.0736 
30 polite 0. 6164  
31 dependable 0.4 007  
32  good-natured 0. 6731 
33 versati le 0. 537 8 
34 shy - 0.20 7 5  
35 irresponsible - 0. 2 6 23 
36 re liable 0.4 0 4 8  
37 meek 0. 14 8 1  
3 8  complaining - 0 . 2103 
39 honest 0. 1835 
6 0 ' 
TABLE V (Continued ) 
Correl ation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
4 0  selfish - 0 . 27 3 9  
4 1  active 0 . 5 8 9 8  
42 cruel - 0 . 3 4 1 5  
43 civi l ized 0 . 3 9 8 1  
4 4  agreeable 0 . 5 5 5 7  
4 5  submissive 0 . 1 9 52 
4 6  full o f  pity 0 . 0 3 7 8  
4 7  adaptable 0 . 3821 
4 8  lustful - 0 . 1925 
4 9  foresighted 0. 3 6 0 7  
s o  offended - 0 . 1 0 8 1  
51 affected - 0 . 1 1 0 8  
52 as sertive 0 . 0 6 7 1  
53 tactful 0 . 3 0 3 9  
54 independent 0 . 2012 
5 5  conscientious 0 . 4 4 53 
56  kindly 0 . 6 3 82 
57  intelligent 0 . 0228 
5 8  decis ive 0 . 1 9 6 9  
5 9  not dependable - 0 . 24 7 5  
6 0  bus inesslike 0 . 1039 
61 peculiar - 0 . 57 6 6  
61 
TABLE V (Continued) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
62 rational 0 . 1914 
63 cynical - 0 . 325 4 
6 4  peaceable 0 . 4813 
65 reserved 0 . 094 0 
66 impatient - 0 . 4949 
67 interested 0 . 4624 
68 outgoing 0 . 6337 
69 disinterested - 0 . 30 51 
70 obedient 0 . 4952 
71 respected 0 . 6193 
72 unrealistic - 0 . 4243 
73 playful 0 . 4394 
74 genial 0 . 4 080 
75 appreciative 0 . 3871 
76 quarrelsome - 0 . 2177 
77 mischevious - 0 . 16 5 0  
78 bashful - 0 . 1622 
79 dignified 0 . 4191 
80 discreet 0 . 2178 
81 aloof - 0 . 1753 
82 absent-minded - 0 . 2101 
83 shy - 0 . 1762 
6 2  
TABLE V (Continued) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
8 4  dul l  - 0 . 53 6 5  
8 5  effeminate - 0 . 2312 
8 6  obliging 0 . 4 9 6 5 
87  proud 0 . 0 0 0 8  
8 8  restrained 0 . 0 1 83 
8 9  fair-minded 0 . 4 6 7 9  
9 0  sarcastic - 0 . 5 5 0 2  
9 1  out spoken - 0 . 12 2 5  
92 opinionated - 0 . 4 23 8  
93 tolerant 0 . 53 6 6  
9 4  wise 0 . 17 9 1  
9 5  nagging -0 . 2 7 6 1  
9 6  unkind - 0 . 2 933 
9 7  unfriendly - 0 . 2 2 9 8  
9 8  hostile - 0 . 3 5 0 6  
9 9  compliant - 0 . 02 6 8  
1 0 0  prais ing 0 . 34 1 9  
1 0 1  intolerant - 0 . 2 6 5 6  
1 0 2  sophisticated 0 . 17 5 6  
103 • prej udiced - 0 . 17 0 5  
104  darl ing 0 . 4383 
105  individuali stic 0 . 1219  
6 3  
TABLE V (Continued ) . 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
1 0 6  patient 0 . 2 0 51 
1 0 7  violent - 0 . 2 6 0 2  
1 0 8  suggestible - 0 . 0 5 9 0  
1 0 9  conservative 0 . 0 1 3 7  
1 1 0  ambitious 0 . 1 0 4 1  
. 1 1 1  imaginative 0 . 12 6 9  
112  spontaneous - 0 . 0 2 1 1  
1 1 3  humble 0 . 3 57 8  
1 1 4  immature - 0 . 3 2 9 1  
1 1 5  modest 0 . 3 4 6 4 
1 1 6  conventional 0 . 27 67 
117 bold 0 . 0 4 4 1  
1 1 8  industrious 0 . 1 8 1 3  
119  opportuni stic 0 . 01 4 4  
1 2 0  fault-finding - 0 . 4 1 5 9  
12 1 progressive 0 . 17 5 1  
1 2 2  whiny - 0 . 3 5 1 6  
1 2 3  withdrawn - 0 . 4 0 6 2  
1 2 4  sympathetic 0 . 2 1 8 7  
1 2 5  noi sy - 0 . 3 2 0 6  
12 6 aggressive - 0 . 14 1 3  
1 2 7  snobbish - 0 . 3 4 0 0  
6 4  
TABLE V ( Continued ) 
Correlation 
Variable With 
Number Item Criterion 
1 2 8  bullying - 0 . 2 4 9 8  
1 2 9  inhibited - 0 . 14 5 8  
1 3 0  greedy - 0 . 1 5 9 1  
1 3 1  rude - 0 . 4 8 51 
1 3 2  evasive - 0 . 4 6 3 4  
1 3 3  arrogant - 0 . 5 0 1 2  
1 3 4  humorous 0 . 31 8 8  
1 3 5  revealing 0 . 16 4 5  
1 3 6  s elf-centered - 0 . 5 0 1 3  
1 3 7  ready to fight - 0 . 2 4 2 8  
1 3 8  loud - 0 . 2 7 8 6  
3 1 9  persuasive 0 . 4 2 4 1  
1 4 0  mannerly 0 . 3 4 1 9  
1 4 1  s exy 0 . 12 0 9  
1 4 2  bos sy - 0 . 4 5 2 1  
1 4 3  demanding - 0 . 3 9 3 8  
1 4 4  talkative 0 . 3 0 8 6 · 
1 4 5  loveable 0 . 4 8 4 4  
1 4 6  sociable 0 . 64 7 4  
1 4 7  reliable 0 . 4 0 5 2  
1 4 8  generous 0 . 6 1 1 3  
1 4 9  contrary - 0 . 4 0 1 4  
6 5  
TABLE V ( Continued ) 
Corre lat ion 
Variable With 
Number I tem Cri ter ion 
1 5 0  formal 0 . 26 9 8  
1 5 1  open-hearted 0 . 5555  
152  affectionate 0 . 37 4 0  
153 fickle - 0 . 0 9 19 
1 5 4  unders tanding 0 . 5 9 63 
155  witty 0 . 5 4 7 5  
1 5 6  boastful - 0 . 4 0 9 2  
1 5 7  frank 0 . 31 9 8  
1 5 8  show-off - 0 . 3387  
1 5 9  trusting 0. 5 8 5 1  











5 6  
TABLE VI 
TERMS IN STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESS ION EQUATION * 
WITH MULTIPLE R ,  R ,  SQUARE , RSP CHANGE , 
SIMPLE R ,  B ,  AND BETA 
Multiple R RSQ S imp le 
Item R Square Change R 
praising 0. 7 0 1 6 9  0. 4 923 6 0. 4 923 6 0 . 7 0 1 6 9  
good-natured 0. 7 6 6 0 8  0. 5 8 6 8 8  0. 0 9 4 52 0 . 63302 
witty 0. 7 8 5 6 7 0. 6 1 728 0 . 03039 0. 5 8 7 62 
likeable 0. 7 9 5 7 5  0. 63322 0. 0 1 5 9 4  0. 5 7 8 7 9  
· agreeable 0. 8 0 753 0. 6 5210 0 . 0 1 8 8 9  0 . 5 5334 
versati le 0. 8 1 0 5 0  0 . 6 5 6 9 1  0. 0 0 4 8 0  0. 52028 
imaginative 0. 8 132 8 0 . 6 6 143 0 . 0 0 4 52 0. 5 1 9 7 1  
re spected 0 . 8 1 5 7 0  0. 6 6 537 0. 0 03 9 4  0 . 53 8 4 7  
cheerful 0 . 8 1 9 7 4  0 . 67 1 9 8  0 . 0 0 6 6 1  0. 5 5220 
kindly 0. 820 7 4  0. 6 7362 0 . 0 0 1 6 4  0. 5 5 4 4 8  
B Beta 
3 . 4 8 1 9 6  0. 4 9539  
-'2 . 20 1 1 8  0. 26 8 5 4  
2 . 4 4 7 1 8  0. 4 03 5 0  
-2. 0 1212 - 0. 263 7 9  
1. 7728 1 0 . 1 9252 
1 . 0 8 9 5 8  0. 120 4 4  
- 0. 91 023 -0. 132 8 1  
1. 5 4 4 52 0. 1 7 7 52 
- 0 . 9 4 0 9 5  - 0 . 1 4 6 0 9  
-0. 5 6 0 7 9  -0. 07 8 4 5  
* S ummary of Regression Equation . Criterion·. = var iable 1 0 0  x 3. 4 82 + variable 
.32 x 2. 201 + variable 155 x 2. 4 4 7 - variable 20 x 2. 0 12 + variable 44 x 1. 7 73 + variable 
33 x 1. 0 9 0  - variable 111 x . 9 1 0  + variable 71 x 1 . 5 4 5  - var iable 21 x . 9 4 1  - variable 
56 X . 5 6 1  - · 14 . 7 9 6. 
0'1 
0'1 
TABLE VI I 
OBSERVED SRI SCORES OF SAMPLE TWO AND VALUES 
FROM STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESS ION 
EQUATION : (F I G ,  H ,  I ,  J I 
REPRESENT INSTRUCTORS ) · 
6 7  
Observed Calcul ated* 
Case Criterion Scores Regre ssion 
Number of Sampl e Two Values 
F 1 2 . 6 7  6 
F 2 2 . 2 5 10 
F 3 7 . 5  19  
F 4 . 4 5 4 
F 5 1 9 . 0 0 21 
F 6 . 1 4 6 
F 7 . 23 3 
F 8 3 . 25 9 
F 9 23 . 0 0 1 0  
F 10 7 . 0  1 4  
G 1 1 . 4  -3 
G 2 . 8 9 15 
G 3 13 . 0 0 17 
G 4 12 . 0 0 20 
G 5 25 . 0 0 23 
G 6 20 . 1  13 
G 7 5 . 0  9 
G 8 . 3 0 -4 
G 9 1 . 33 8 
6 8  
TABLE VII (Continued ) 
Observed Calculated* 
Case Criterion Scores Regression 
Number 6£ Sample Two Values 
G 10  1.0 0  3 
H 1 1.38 3 
H 2 . 82 1 4  
H 3 3.33 6 
H 4 1.4 9 
H 5 .11 11 
H 6 17.0 0  1 8  
H 7 3. 00 -1 
H 8 3.6 7  11 
H 9 2 � 5 4 
H 10 1.83 8 
I 1 3.0 4 
I 2 4.0 13 
I 3 1 7.0  17 
I 4 1.13 11 
I 5 .42 9 
I 6 1. 7 5  8 
I 7 5.67 15 
I 8 1.75 8 
I 9 .67  2 
I 10  .67  8 
J 1 2.0 14 
TABLE VII (Continued ) 
Observed .Calculated* 
Case Criterion Score s Regress ion 
Number of Sample Two Values 
J 2 . 50 9 
J 3 . 3 3 20 
J 4 3 . 5 10 
J 5 8 . 0 0 8 
J 6 1 6 . 0 0  1 3  
J 7 1 0 . 0 0 1 0  
J 8 5 . 0 0 1 5  
J 9 2. 0 0  2 
J 1 0  6 . 0 0 20 
*Calculated regress ion values are rounded off to 
nearest integer . This is standard operating procedure with 
the computer program SPSS . 
6 9  
7 0  
TABLE VI II 
LIST OF 3 4  ADJECTIVES FROM THE INTERPERSONAL 
CHECKLIST THAT CORRELATE WITH SRI SCORES 
AT LEAST . 3 0 FOR BOTH SAMPLE 




. Checklist Adjective 
7 cons iderate 
8 charming 
16 kind 
2 0  likeable 
2 1  cheerful 
24 popular 
3 0  polite 
31 dependable 




4 3  civi li zed 
4 4  agreeable 
4 7  adaptable 
53 tactful 
55 conscientious 
5 6  kindly 





6 8  
7 3  
75 
9 3  
1 0 0  
1 3 4  
1 3 9  
1 4 4  
1 4 6  
1 4 7  
14 8 
151 
1 5 4  
1 5 5  
1 5 9  
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